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研究の目的 
 本論文では、変形生成統語論（極小主義）の枠組みに基づき、日本語におけるかき混ぜ
の派生をフェイズ理論の下で考察する。フェイズ理論とは、CP, vP という位相を単位とし
て派生が進むというものである。特に、Miyagawa (2010)の提案に着目し、その提案の下で
かき混ぜを分析する際に生じる問題点を解決することを目的とする。 
 
考察対象 
 本論文で考察する日本語のかき混ぜとは、(1b)のように意味変化を伴うことなく句や節
が並び替えられる現象のことである。  
 
(1)  a.  [メアリーが[その本を読んだ]]（こと）  
    b.  [その本を 1[メアリーが[ t1  読んだ]]]（こと）                  (Saito 1989: 182) 
 
 
(1b)のように節内で起こるかき混ぜは「節内かき混ぜ」と呼ばれる。一方、(2b)のように節
を超えて起こるかき混ぜは「長距離かき混ぜ」と呼ばれ、日本語では節内かき混ぜと長距
離かき混ぜの両方が可能である。  
 
(2)  a.  [ 田中が  [ 山田がその本を読んだと] 思っている]（こと）  
    b.  [その本を 1 [田中が  [山田が   t1  読んだと] 思っている]]（こと）   (Saito 2004: 144) 
 
また、これらのかき混ぜには A 移動、あるいは A’移動の性質があることが明らかになって
いる。まず、節内かき混ぜが A 移動の性質を持つことを見ていく。  
 
 
(3)  a. ?*[TP [お互い 1 の先生] が 彼ら 1 を批判した]（こと）               
    b.  ? [彼らを 1 [TP [お互い 1 の先生]が  t1 批判した]]（こと）         (Saito 1992: 74, 75) 
 
(3a) で「お互い」と「彼らを」に同一指示の解釈を与えることはできない。これは、照応
形である「お互い」が「彼らを」によって束縛されず、束縛原理(A) に違反するためと説
明される。一方、(3b) のように「彼らを」を文頭に移動した場合、容認度が上がっている。
これは、「彼らを」が「お互い」を束縛できる A 位置に移動することで束縛原理(A)を満た
すからであると説明される。したがって、節内かき混ぜは A 移動の性質を持つと示唆され
る。これに対し、長距離かき混ぜが A’移動の性質を持つことを見ていく。  
 
(4)  a. *[TP [お互い 1 の先生] が [CP 花子が彼ら 1 を批判したと]言った]（こと）  
    b. *[彼らを 1 [TP [お互い 1 の先生] が[CP 花子が  t1 批判したと]言った]]（こと）  
                                                               (Saito 1992: 75, 76) 
 
(4b)において「彼らを」が文頭にかき混ぜられているにもかかわらず、容認度が向上しな
いのは束縛原理 A を満たしていないからである。したがって、(4b)の「彼らを」は A’位置
にあり、長距離かき混ぜは A’移動の性質を持つと考えられる。  
 
A/A’移動に対する位相に基づいた分析 
 Fox (1999b), Takahashi (2006), Takahashi and Hulsey (2009)などによって A/A’移動に対して
(5)のような一般化が導かれている。  
 
(5)  a.  A 移動は随意的にコピーを残す。  
    b.  A’移動は義務的にコピーを残す。  
 
Miyagawa (2010)はこの一般化をフェイズ理論に基づいて捉えるため、連鎖が(6)のように特
徴づけられると仮定した。  
 
(6)  移動が移送領域（transfer domain）の境界を交差するならば、移動した項目の完全    
    なコピーは解釈に利用可能でなければならない。               (Miyagawa 2010: 115) 
 (6)は、移動が同じ移送領域内で起こるならばコピーが残される必要はなく、移動が移送領
域を交差するならばコピーが残されなければならないことを示している。Miyagawa (2010)
はこの提案に基づいて次の 3 つの移動を分析している。（NCN (no copy needed)はコピーが
残される必要がないことを示している。）  
 
(7)    vP 指定部から TP 指定部への移動  
      [CP  [TP  DP  [vP NCN [VP…]]]]      
 
(8)    繰り上げ構文  
      [TP  DP  [seem [TP NCN…]]] 
 
(9)    wh 移動  
      [CP  wh 句 [TP… [vP wh 句 [vP…[VP  wh 句…]]]]] 
                                                             (Miyagawa 2010: 116) 
 
(7), (8)は TP 指定部への A 移動であり、(9)は CP 指定部への A’移動である。ここで、(6)に
基づいてそれぞれの移動を見てみる。(7)の移動は移送領域である TP 内で起こっているた
めコピーが必ずしも必要ではない。(8)の移動は一見主節の VP が移送領域となり、その境
界を交差しているように見える。しかし、自動詞の v は位相を形成しないため（Chomsky 
2001）、VP は移送領域とならず、この移動は移送領域である主節の TP 内で起こっている。
したがって、コピーが残される必要はない。(9)では wh 句が埋め込み節の VP 内から vP 付
加位置、さらには CP 指定部へと移動している。ここで、最初の移動は移送領域である VP
の境界を、次の移動は移送領域である TP の境界を交差しているため、コピーが必要とな
る。このように Miyagawa (2010)での提案は(5)に示された A/A’移動の一般化を正しく捉え
ている。  
 
問題点と解決策 
(6)の提案をかき混ぜに当てはめると、長距離かき混ぜは正しく分析されるが、節内かき混
ぜは正しく捉えられない。  
 (10)   長距離かき混ぜ  
      [CP  DP  [TP … [vP  DP  [vP… [VP  [CP DP  [TP  [vP  DP [vP … [VP DP…]]]]]]]]] 
 
(11)   節内かき混ぜ  
      [CP  [TP DP  [vP  NCN [vP… [VP  DP…]]]]] 
 
 
(10)では、4 つの移動が埋め込み節の VP, TP, 主節の VP, TP の境界を交差し、コピーが必
要であるため、(6)で示された A’移動としての長距離かき混ぜの性質が捉えられる。一方、   
(11)では、最初の移動は VP の境界を交差し、次の移動は TP 内で起こっているため、2 種
類の移動が起こっている。そのため、A 移動としての節内かき混ぜの性質が捉えられない。                                         
この問題を解決するため、日本語の vP は位相ではないという仮説を立てる。この仮説によ
って VP は移送領域ではなくなるため、(11)での移動は TP 内で起こることになる。また、
vP が移送ではなくなるためフェイズ不可侵条約(PIC)を満たすための vP 指定部への移動は
不必要となる。したがって、節内かき混ぜは次のように再分析される。  
 
(12)  [CP [TP  DP  [vP… [VP NCN…]]]] 
 
 
結論 
 本論文では、フェイズ理論の下で A/A’移動の一般化を捉えようとする Miyagawa (2010)
の提案を日本語のかき混ぜに当てはめた際に節内かき混ぜが問題となることを指摘した。
また、日本語の vP を位相ではないと仮定することでその問題が解決されることを論じた。 
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Abbreviations 
 
 
The following abbreviations are used in this thesis: 
 
ACC           accusative 
CL            classifier 
COMP         complementizer 
DAT           dative 
GEN           genitive 
NEG           negative 
NOM          nominative 
OBJ          object 
PAST          past tense 
PRES          present tense 
Q              question marker 
TOP           topic 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 
 
1.1  Introduction 
     Within the framework of the recent minimalist program (Chomsky 1993, 1995, 
2000, 2001, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2008), thesis aims to show some syntactic properties of 
scrambling in Japanese and to argue that Japanese allows clause-internal scrambling 
because vP is not a phase in this language. The term “scrambling”, which is named in 
Ross (1967), refers to the free-word-order permutation. Japanese examples are 
illustrated as follows. 
 
(1)  a.  Mary -ga    sono hon  -o    yonda    (koto) 
       Mary -NOM    that  book -ACC  read   fact 
       ‘Mary read that book.’ 
    b.  Sono  hon   -oi    Mary -ga   ti  yonda  (koto) 
       that   book  -ACC   Mary -NOM     read  fact              (Saito 1989: 182) 
 
SOV as in (1a) is a basic word-order in Japanese. However, Japanese allows not only 
SOV, but also OSV as in (1b). In (1b), it is assumed that sonohon-o moves from the 
object position to the sentence-initial position. Although the word-order of (1b) is 
different from that of (1a), we interpret (1b) in the same way as (1a). That is because 
scrambling is semantically vacuous (Saito 1989). Japanese free-word-order is allowed 
due to the effect of scrambling. As in (1b), scrambling which takes place within a 
clause is referred to as clause-internal scrambling. However, scrambling in Japanese is 
２ 
 
not necessarily clause-bound as in (2).  
 
(2)  a.  [Tanaka  -ga     [Yamada -ga    sono hon   -o     yonda   to]       
       Tanaka  -NOM    Yamada  -NOM   that  book  -ACC   read   that      
       omotteiru]  (koto). 
       think      fact 
       ‘Tanaka thinks that Yamada read that book.’ 
    b.  [Sono hon   -oi   [Tanaka -ga    [Yamada -ga    ti   yonda   to]    
       that   book  -ACC  Tanaka -NOM   Yamada  -NOM      read   that   
       omotteiru]] (koto). 
       think      fact                                          (Saito 2004: 144) 
 
In (2b), the embedded object sonohon-o is scrambled out of the embedded clause. In 
Japanese, not only clause-internal scrambling, but also long-distance scrambling is 
possible. In addition, multiple scrambling and scrambling of a clause are possible in 
Japanese
1
. In this thesis, however, I would like to focus on clause-internal and 
long-distance scrambling where an object moves to the initial position of the matrix 
clause, such as (1b) and (2b). It has been revealed that there is a A/A’ distinction 
                                                   
1 In Japanese, more than one phrase can be scrambled as in (ib) and clauses also can be subject to 
scrambling as in (iib). 
(i) a.  [Mary -ga   John-ni  sono  hon-o     watasita] (koto) 
      Mary  -NOM  John-to  that   book-ACC  handed   fact 
      ‘Mary handed that book to John.’ 
   b.  [sono  hon-oi   [John-nij  [Mary-ga  tj ti watasita] (koto) 
      that   book-ACC John-to   Mary-NOM      handed   fact         
(ii) a.  [John-ga  [Mary-ga  sono hon-o   yonda to]    itta  (koto) 
      John-NOM Mary-NOM  that  book-ACC read    COMP  said  fact 
   b.  [[Mary-ga sono hon-o     yonda to]i   [John-ga  ti itta]] (koto) 
      Mary-ga that  book-ACC  read   COMP  John-NOM  said  fact    (Saito 1989: 189) 
３ 
 
between clause-internal and long-distance scrambling: the former is a case of 
A-movement, whereas the latter is a case of A’-movement (Saito 1992). I will 
investigate them in a phase-based way.  
     Under the framework of the recent minimalist program, it is assumed that 
sentence structures are built from the bottom up in chunks, called phases. Chomsky 
(2000) defines phases as CP and vP. On the basis of the phase architecture Miyagawa 
(2010) supposes that chains are characterized as follows: 
 
(3)  Phase-based characterization of chains (PBCC) 
    A full copy of a moved item must be available for interpretation if the movement  
   crosses a transfer domain boundary.                      (Miyagawa 2010: 115) 
 
This proposition means that a full copy of the moved element must be left if the 
movement crosses the transfer domain boundary, while the copy needs not to be left if 
the movement takes place within the same transfer domain. PBCC properly captures 
the generalization on A- and A’-movements illustrated in (4)
2
 (Fox 1999b, Takahashi 
2006 and Takahashi and Hulsey 2009).  
 
(10)  a.  A-movement optionally leaves a copy. 
     b.  A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy. 
 
                                                   
2 This generalization originally stated as follows, but I state the simplified version. 
(iii)  a.  A-movement (optionally) leaves a simple trace. 
     b.  A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy that is converted to an operator-variable  
        construction in accordance with economy considerations.           (Fox 1999b: 192) 
４ 
 
Therefore, we expect that clause-internal and long-distance scrambling will also be 
accounted for under PBCC.  
     In this thesis, however, I would like to show that although long-distance 
scrambling can be captured under PBCC, clause-internal scrambling cannot, and argue 
that vP is not a phase in Japanese to account for clause-internal scrambling under 
PBCC. 
 
1.2  Organization of the Thesis 
     In chapter 2, I first illustrate the A/A’ distinction between clause-internal and 
long-distance scrambling. On the basis of the facts related with suppression of a Weak 
Crossover violation and binding lexical anaphors, we expect that that clause-internal 
scrambling has the properties of A-movement, while long-distance scrambling has 
those of A’-movement. Then, I show the undoing effect of Japanese scrambling. Saito 
(1989) argues that scrambled elements can be undone in LF. This effect is referred to 
as radical reconstruction. Next, I show the discussion on the landing site of 
clause-internal scrambling. Miyagawa (2005) argues that clause-internal scrambling is 
EPP-driven movement to [Spec, TP] on the basis of the interpretation of universal 
zen’in ‘all’ relative to negation. However, Saito (2006) proposes that there is a 
projection above TP, which is called ThP (ThemeP) and that scrambled elements move 
to [Spec, ThP].  Miyagawa (2010) adopts the similar structure, but he postulates αP 
instead of ThP. 
     In chapter 3, I first introduce the phase theory in Chomsky (2000), which says 
that derivation proceeds phase by phase. Phases are defined as CP and vP. In addition, 
successive cyclic wh-movements are explained by postulating Phase-Impenetrability 
５ 
 
Condition, which requires that only the edge of a phase, Spec or head, be accessible to 
the next phase up (Chomsky 2000). Next, I show the generalization that A-movement 
optionally leaves a copy, while A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy (Fox 1999b, 
Takahashi 2006 and Takahashi and Hulsey 2009). After that, I illustrate Miyagawa’s 
(2010) phase-based characterization of chains (PBCC), which captures this 
generalization. Under PBCC, it is supposed that a full copy of the moved element must 
be left if the movement crosses the transfer domain boundary, while the copy needs not 
to be left if the movement takes place within the same transfer domain. 
     In chapter 4, I first apply PBCC to Japanese scrambling and show that although 
long-distance scrambling can be captured under PBCC, clause-internal scrambling 
cannot. Then, in order to account for clause-internal scrambling under PBCC, I 
propose that vP is not a phase in Japanese. Finally, I argued that the presence of the 
nominative object construction should be the evidence against defining vP as a phase in 
Japanese. 
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Chapter II 
Some Properties of Scrambling in Japanese 
 
     In this chapter, I will show some syntactic properties of scrambling in Japanese. 
I will first illustrate A/A’ distinction between clause-internal and long-distance 
scrambling on the basis of the facts related with suppression of a Weak Crossover 
violation and binding lexical anaphors. Then I will show radical reconstruction, which 
is the LF undoing effect of Japanese scrambling. Finally, I will present a discussion 
with regard to the landing site of clause-internal scrambling, which is relevant to my 
suggestion in chapter 4. 
 
2.1  A/A’ Partition of Japanese Scrambling 
     In this section, I will show some empirical facts which distinguish 
clause-internal scrambling from long-distance scrambling. These facts will suggest 
that clause-internal scrambling has the properties of A-movement, while long-distance 
scrambling has those of A’-movement.  
     First, there are empirical facts that clause-internal scrambling is capable of 
suppressing a Weak Crossover (WCO) violation, while long-distance scrambling is not 
(Mahajan 1990, Saito 1992, Tada 1993, Yoshimura 1989, 1992). Before I present the 
relevant examples of scrambling, I would like to demonstrate a WCO violation. A 
WCO violation takes place if a sentence contains a variable, and if there is a pronoun 
co-referential with the variable that the variable fails to c-command. A-movement 
generally does not trigger a WCO violation as the next example shows. 
 
７ 
 
(1)  Whoi ti seems to hisi mother ti to be smart?                (Miyagawa 2010: 60) 
 
In (1), the movement of the wh-phrase who from the embedded [Spec, TP] to the 
matrix [Spec, TP] is A-movement and crosses the pronoun his. Nevertheless the 
sentence is grammatical, because who can bind his. Such binding only takes place from 
A-position. In contrast to A-movement, A’-movement cannot suppress a WCO 
violation as in (2). 
 
(2) ?*Whoi does hisi mother love ti?                                (Saito 1992: 73) 
 
The wh-phrase who undergoes A’-movement from the object position to [Spec, CP] in 
(3). From the fact that this sentence is not grammatically correct, we expect that 
A’-movement cannot suppress a WCO violation. With this in mind, let us turn to the 
facts related with the properties of scrambling. Clause-internal scrambling does not 
trigger a WCO violation as in (3). 
 
(3)  a. *[Kinoo    proi  proj  atta  hitoi] - ga    dare-oj   hihansita   no? 
       Yesterday         met  person-NOM  who-ACC  criticized  Q 
       Lit. ‘The person who met (him) yesterday criticized whom?’ 
    b.  Dare-oj   [kinoo    proi  proj  atta  hitoi] - ga    tj  hihansita   no? 
       who-ACC  yesterday          met  person-NOM    criticized  Q 
       Lit. ‘Who, the person who met (him) yesterday criticized?’ 
                                                           (Miyagawa 2010: 61) 
 
８ 
 
Example (3a) is a WCO violation because the object dare-o fails to c-command pro 
inside the subject phrase. In (3b), this object is scrambled to a position that 
c-commands pro, allowing the sentence to suppress a WCO violation. Unlike 
clause-internal scrambling, long-distance scrambling cannot suppress a WCO violation 
 
(4)  a. * [Kinoo    proi  proj  atta  hitoi] - ga    [Taroo-ga dare-oj    sitteiru 
        yesterday            met  person-NOM  Taro-NOM  who-ACC  know 
        to]  itta  no? 
        C    said  Q 
        Lit. ‘The person who met (him) yesterday said that Taro knows whom?’ 
    b. * Dare-oj    [kinoo   proi  proj  atta  hitoi] - ga    [Taroo-ga  tj   sitteiru 
        Who-ACC  yesterday           met  person-NOM  Taro-NOM       know 
        to]   itta  no? 
        C    said  Q 
        Lit. ‘Who, the person who met (him) yesterday said that Taro knows (him)?’ 
                                                           (Miyagawa 2010: 61) 
 
Although dare-o has scrambled to the initial position of the matrix clause, (4b) is still a 
WCO violation. As shown above, clause-internal scrambling is able to suppress a 
WCO violation, while long-distance scrambling is not. 
     Second, clause-internal scrambling can create a new binder, whereas 
long-distance scrambling cannot. Let us see the facts related with lexical anaphors. 
The distribution of anaphors is constrained by Condition A of the binding theory, 
which requires that an anaphor be A-bound in its binding domain (Chomsky 1981, 
９ 
 
1986b). A phrase which undergoes A-movement can bind an anaphor as in (5). 
 
(5)  Johni seems to himselfi to be ti smart.                     (Miyagawa 2010: 60) 
 
(5) is grammatically correct, because John moves to the matrix [Spec, TP] and is able 
to bind himself, satisfying Condition A. However, a phrase which undergoes 
A’-movement is unable to bind an anaphor as the next example shows. 
 
(6) *To whomi did Mary introduce each otheri’s friends ti?      (Miyagawa 2010: 60) 
 
In (6), to whom undergoes A’-movement to [Spec, CP], where it should be able to bind 
each other. As (6) is not grammatically correct, we expect that whom cannot bind each 
other, and hence a Condition A violation occurs. Thus, clause-internal scrambling can 
create a new binder, whereas long-distance scrambling cannot. Keeping this in mind, 
let us turn to the facts related with the properties of scrambling. The contrast in (7) 
indicates that otagai ‘each other’ requires a c-commanding antecedent. 
 
(7)  a.   Karerai -ga    [otagaii     -no   sensei] -o     hihansita    (koto). 
        they   -NOM    each-other  -GEN  teacher -ACC   criticized    fact 
        ‘They criticized [each other’s teachers]’ 
    b.?* [Otagaii    -no    sensei] -ga   karerai -o    hihansita    (koto). 
        each-other  -GEN   teacher -NOM  they   -ACC  criticized    fact 
        ‘[Each other’s teachers] criticized them’                   (Saito 1992: 74) 
 
１０ 
 
(7a) is grammatically correct because otagai is c-commanded by karera. However. (7b), 
where otagai is not c-commanded by karera, is ungrammatical. When the object 
karera-o in (7b) is moved to the sentence-initial position by clause-internal scrambling, 
the example improves dramatically as shown in (8). 
 
(8)  ? Karera -oi    [otagaii    -no   sensei] -ga    ti  hihansita  (koto). 
      they   -ACC  each-other -GEN  teacher -NOM     criticized  fact 
      ‘Themi, [each other’s teachers] criticized ti’                  (Saito 1992: 75) 
 
As the grammaticality of (8) is better than that of (7b), we expect that karera-o, which 
undergoes clause-internal scrambling, can c-command otagai. However, this kind of 
improvement is not observed with long scrambling as in (9). 
 
(9)  a. * [Otagaii    -no   sensei] -ga   [Hanako -ga   karerai -o 
        each-other  -GEN  teacher -NOM  Hanako -NOM  they   -ACC 
        hihansita  to]    itta   (koto). 
        criticized  that   said   fact 
        ‘Each other’si teachers said that Hanako criticized themi’ 
    b. * Karera -oi    [[otagaii    -no   sensei] -ga   [Hanako  -ga     ti  
        they   -ACC  each-other  -GEN  teacher -NOM  Hanako  -NOM    
        hihansita  to]    itta   (koto). 
        criticized  that   said   fact 
        ‘Themi, [each other’s teachers] said that Hanako criticized ti’ 
                                                             (Saito 1992: 75, 76) 
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In (9b), Karera-o undergoes long-distance scrambling from the embedded object 
position to the initial position of the matrix clause, where it should be able to 
c-command otagai. Nevertheless, the sentence is still ungrammatical. As a result, we 
predict that karea-o, which undergoes long-distance scrambling, cannot c-command 
otagai. Thus, clause-internal scrambling can create a new binder, whereas 
long-distance scrambling cannot. 
     From these facts, there are correspondences between A-movement and 
clause-internal scrambling and between A’-movement and long-distance-scrambling. 
Therefore, we expect that clause-internal scrambling has the properties of A-movement, 
whereas long distance scrambling has those of A’-movement. 
 
2.2  Radical Reconstruction 
     Scrambling in Japanese has a unique property that scrambled elements can be 
undone in LF. I would like to illustrate this property in this section. The following 
examples show that a Japanese wh-phrase must be contained within the CP where it 
takes scope. 
 
(10)  a. [John -ga    [CP [TP dare -ga   sono hon  -o   katta]   ka]  
       John  -NOM        who -NOM  that  book -ACC bought  Q    
       siritagatteiru] (koto). 
       want-to-know fact 
       ‘[John wants to know [Q [who bought that book]]]’ 
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     b.* [Dare -ga   [CP [TP  John -ga    sono hon   -o    kata]   ka] 
        who  -NOM          John -NOM  that  book  -ACC  bought Q  
        siritagatteiru]  (koto). 
        want-to-know  fact                                      (Saito 1989: 191) 
 
Dare-ga is contained within the embedded CP in (10a), while it is out of the embedded 
CP in (10b). With this in mind, let us consider (11) 
 
(11)  a.  [Mary -ga   [CP [TP John -ga    dono  hon  -o    tosyokan-kara    
 Mary -NOM         John -NOM   which book -ACC  library-from       
 karidasita]  ka] siritagatteiru]    koto 
 checked-out Q   want-to-know   fact 
        ‘The fact that Mary wants to know Q John checked out which book from the  
         library’ 
     b. ? Dono  hon   -oi   [Mary -ga  [CP [TP John -ga   ti  tosyokan-kara   
         which  book  -ACC  Mary -NOM       John -NOM     library-from    
         karidasita]   ka] siritagatteiru]  koto 
         checked-out Q   want-to-know  fact                 (Saito 1989: 191, 192) 
 
In (11b), the wh-phrase is scrambled out of the CP where it takes scope. Although we 
would expect (11b) to be ungrammatical, it is only slightly marginal. Given this fact, 
Saito (1989) proposes that Japanese scrambling can be undone in LF. This LF undoing 
is referred to as radical reconstruction. Therefore, the wh-phrase donohon-o in (11b) 
will be interpreted within the embedded CP in LF. On the basis of the facts with regard 
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to binding lexical anaphors as in (7), (8) and (9), Tada (1993) and Oka (1989) suggest 
that radical reconstruction is obligatory with long scrambling but optional with 
clause-internal scrambling. 
 
2.3  The Landing Site of Scrambled Elements 
     In this section, I will show discussion on the landing site of clause-internal 
scrambling, which is relevant to my proposal in chapter 4. First of all, Miyagawa 
(2005) argues that clause-internal scrambling in Japanese is EPP-driven movement to 
[Spec, TP] on the basis of the interpretation of universal zen’in ‘all’ relative to 
negation. Zen’in in the object position may be interpreted inside the scope of sentential 
negation as in (12). 
 
(12)  Taroo-ga   zen’in-no-syasin-o  mi-nakat-ta.              
     Taro-NOM   all-GEN-photo-ACC   see-NEG-PAST 
     ‘Taroo didn’t see everyone’s photos.’ 
     not > all, all > not                                     (Miyagawa 2005: 189) 
 
In (12), both the “not > all” and “all > not” interpretations are possible. If we place 
zen’in in the subject position, the preferred reading is that it is interpreted outside the 
scope of negation (Kato 1988). 
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(13)  Zen’in-no-gakusei-ga san-satu-no   hon-o     yoma-nakat-ta  
     all-GEN-student-NOM  three-CL-GEN  book-ACC  read-NEG-PAST 
     ‘Every student did not read three books.’      
     *not > all, all > not                                    (Miyagawa 2005: 189) 
 
Unlike in (12), (13) does not allow a partial negation and only the “all > not” 
interpretation is possible. If the object is scrambled to the initial position, however, a 
partial negation becomes possible. 
 
(14)  San-satu-no-hon-oi  zen’in-no-gakusei-ga   ti   yoma-nakat-ta.   
     3-CL-GEN-book-ACC all-GEN-student-NOM        read-NEG-PAST 
     not> all, all > not                                     (Miyagawa 2005: 189) 
 
Not only the “all > not” but also the “not > all” interpretation is allowed in (14). (13) 
and (14), taken together, give evidence that the EPP on T exists in Japanese. In (13), 
which is SOV, the subject “all” has moved obligatorily into [Spec, TP]. This 
A-movement in Japanese does not reconstruct. The structure of (13) is illustrated as 
follows. 
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(15)                      TP 
                        
                    alli           T’ 
                              
                               T 
                      vP         Neg    
                    
                 ti           v’ 
                          
                      VP          v 
                   upcurlybracketleft 
                   …Object…                             (Miyagawa 2005: 189) 
 
In (14), which is OSV, the object has moved to [Spec, TP], thereby satisfying the EPP 
requirement of T. This allows the subject “all” to stay in situ in the Spec of vP, where it 
is c-commanded by negation. The structure of (14) is illustrated in (16). 
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(16)                     TP 
                       
                   OBJi         T’ 
                             
                              T 
                     vP         Neg     
                   
                all          v’ 
                         
                      VP        v 
                   upcurlybracketleft 
                     …ti...                                (Miyagawa 2005: 190) 
 
The “all > not” interpretation in (14) is also possible because there is a second 
derivation in which the subject first moves to [Spec, TP] for the EPP, and the object 
then moves to a higher Spec of TP (or CP) by A’-movement as illustrated in (17).  
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(17)                   TP (CP)         
                    
               OBJj          TP 
                          
                      alli           T’ 
                                
                                 T 
                        vP         Neg    
                      
                   ti           v’ 
                            
                        VP          v 
                     upcurlybracketleft 
                       …tj…        
 
     However, Saito (2006) suggests that negation can take scope over the subject in 
[Spec, TP] as in (18) or in (19). 
 
(18)   Zen’in -ga    siken-o      erab-ana-i        to    omo-u 
      all     -NOM   exam-ACC   choose-NEG-PRES  that  think-PRES 
      ‘I think that all will not choose an exam (over a term paper)’    
      (all > not, not > all) 
(19) Everyone had not left the party. There were still some people talking and 
  drinking.                                                  (Saito 2006: 47) 
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The subject “all” both in (18) and in (19) is higher than negation, so that we expect that 
only the “all > not” interpretation is possible. Nevertheless, a partial negation is 
possible both in (18) and in (19). Based on these data, Saito (2006) proposes that there 
is a functional head Th (for ‘theme’) above TP as in (20) and that the closest 
constituent is attracted to its Spec position 
 
(20)              ThP 
                
                        Th’ 
                      
                   TP          Th 
                
           (XPi)        TP 
                     
                 YPj          T’ 
                          upcurlybracketleft 
                          ..tj..ti..Neg..                            (Saito 2006: 61) 
 
YP is the subject and XP is a scrambled phrase. As negation takes TP as its scope, both 
can be within the scope of negation. However, the functional head Th attracts the 
closest phrase to its Spec. If XP is not scrambled, YP is raised to [Spec, ThP] and takes 
wide scope over negation as in (13). If XP is scrambled, it is raised to [Spec, ThP]. 
Then, there are two cases: in the first case, scrambling will be undone in LF, so that YP 
can move to [Spec, ThP], which will lead to the “all > not” interpretation as in (14). In 
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the second case, scrambling will not be undone in LF, so that YP will stays at [Spec, 
TP], which will lead to the “not > all” interpretation as in (14). In the subordinate 
clause such as (18), ThP does not appear, so that both the “all > not” and “not > all” 
interpretations are possible because [Spec, TP] can be within the scope of negation. 
     Miyagawa (2010) adopts the similar structure to (20), but he postulates αP 
instead of ThP, because he expects that αP can host a focused phrase as well as a topic 
as shown in (21). 
 
(21)  [αP = focus  John-ni-moi [TP = topic Taroo-to  Hanako-oj    [otagaij-no      
              John-DAT-also        Taro-and Hanako-ACC  each.other-GEN   
     tomodati]-ga  ti  tj   syookaisita]] 
     friends-NOM         introduced 
     Lit. ‘To John also, Taro and Hanako, each other’s friends introduced.’ 
                                                        (Miyagawa 2010: 83, 84) 
 
2.4  Summary 
     In this chapter, I showed some properties of Japanese scrambling and the 
discussion on the landing site of clause-internal scrambling, which are relevant to my 
proposal in chapter 4. In section 2.1, I illustrated the A/A’ distinction of Japanese 
scrambling. Clause-internal scrambling has the properties of A-movement in that it can 
suppress a Weak Crossover (WCO) violation and create a new binder. In contrast, 
long-distance scrambling has the properties of A’-movement in that it is unable to 
suppress a WCO violation and create a new binder. 
     In section 2.2, I illustrated the LF undoing effect of Japanese scrambling, which 
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is referred to as radical reconstruction. Scrambled elements can be undone in LF, and 
Tada (1993) and Oka (1989) suggest that radical reconstruction is obligatory with long 
scrambling but optional with clause-internal scrambling. 
     In section 2.3, I showed the discussion with regard to the landing site of 
clause-internal scrambling. Miyagawa (2005) argues that clause-internal scrambling is 
EPP-driven and its landing site is [Spec, TP] on the basis of the interpretation of 
universal zen’in ‘all’ relative to negation. However, Saito (2006) proposes that there is 
a projection above TP, which is called ThP (ThemeP) and that scrambled elements 
move to [Spec, ThP].  Miyagawa (2010) adopts the similar structure, but he postulates 
αP instead of ThP. 
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Chapter III 
Phase-Based Approach 
 
     First of all, this chapter will consider the phase theory, which is proposed in 
Chomsky (2000). The theory says that a derivation proceeds phase by phase, where CP 
and vP define phases. Then we will focus on the generalization concerning A- and 
A’-movements, which is drawn by Fox (1999b), Takahashi (2006) and Takahashi and 
Hulsey (2009). Finally, we will consider phase-based characterization of chains in 
Miyagawa (2010). Miyagawa’s (2010) analysis captures the generalization in Fox 
(1999b), Takahashi (2006) and Takahashi and Hulsey (2009). 
 
3.1  The Phase Theory 
     Chomsky (2000) tries to account for the following contrast. 
 
(1)  a.  Therei is likely [ti to be a proof discovered]             (Chomsky 2000: 104) 
    b. *There is likely [a proofi to be ti discovered]             (Chomsky 2000: 104) 
    c.  A proofi is likely [ti to be ti discovered]                    (Saito 2004: 152) 
 
In (1a), there is merged at the embedded [Spec, TP] and then moved to the matrix 
[Spec, TP]. In (1b), instead of the Merge of there in the embedded clause, a proof is 
moved to the embedded [Spec, TP] and there is merged at the matrix [Spec, TP]. In 
(1c), the Merge of there does not take place, so that a proof is moved to the matrix 
[Spec, TP] through the embedded [Spec, TP]. The question here is why (1a), where the 
Merge of there takes place in the embedded clause, is grammatically correct, while 
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(1b), where the Move of a proof occurs in the embedded clause, is not grammatically 
correct. Chomsky proposes the following derivational economy principle to account 
for the contrast between (1a) and (1b). 
 
(2)  Merge preempts Move.                                  (Chomsky 2000: 104) 
 
There is a choice between the Merge of there and the Move of a proof at the embedded 
Spec, TP both in (1a) and (1b). (1a) satisfies the principle in (2) because the Merge of 
there is selected at the embedded [Spec, TP]. However, (1b) violates (2) as the Move 
of a proof is applied instead of the Merge of there. In (1c), there is not included in its 
numeration, so that the violation of (2) does not take place. However, the account for 
(1) faces a problem with the following example. 
 
(3)  There is a possibility [CP that [TP a proofi will be discovered ti]] 
                                                               (Saito 2004: 153) 
 
(3) is the evidence against the derivational economy principle in (2). Although the 
choice between the Merge of there and the Move of a proof should arise at the 
embedded Spec, TP of (3), a proof is allowed to move, which should be the violation of 
(2). However, (3) is grammatically correct. In order to solve this problem, Chomsky 
proposes that a derivation proceeds phase by phase, where CP and vP are supposed to 
be phases. As the fixed set of lexical items is provided for each phase, there are two 
numerations given to (3): one is to the matrix clause and the other is to the embedded 
clause. The numeration of the embedded clause is {that, a, proof, will, be, discovered}. 
２３ 
 
When the embedded CP in (3) is constructed, the expletive there is not included in the 
available lexical items. Therefore, the Merge of there does not take place.  
     The idea of derivation by phase enables us to explain why wh-movement takes 
place successive-cyclically. Chomsky (2000) proposes the following condition to 
explain the successive-cyclic wh-movement. 
 
(4)  Phase-Impenetrability Condition 
    In phase α with head H, the domain of H is not accessible to operations outside α, 
    only H and its edge are accessible to such operations.      (Chomsky 2000: 108) 
 
Phase-Impenetrability Condition means that only the edge of a phase, Spec and head, 
is accessible to the next phase up. To keep this condition in mind, let us consider the 
next example. 
 
(5)  [CP Whati does John think [CP ti’ [Mary bought ti]]]             (Saito 2004: 154) 
 
In (5), the matrix C cannot pull what directly to its Spec position because the 
embedded CP is a phase and hence, the embedded object position is invisible to this C. 
For the Movement to be possible, what must first Move to the embedded [Spec, CP] 
position. 
     As shown above, the phase theory demonstrates that a derivation proceeds phase 
by phase, supposing that CP and vP are phases. In addition, we can explain the 
successive-cyclic wh-movement by postulating Phase-Impenetrability Condition. 
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3.2  The Generalization on A- and A’-Movements 
     To consider the generalization regarding A- and A’-movements in Fox (1999b), 
Takahashi (2006) and Takahashi and Hulsey (2009), I would like to show some facts 
related with the presence or absence of reconstruction effects of A- and A’-movements. 
First, let us turn to A’-movements. The following examples show that A’-movement 
allows reconstruction. 
 
(6)  a.  [Which of hisi students] do you think [every professor]i talked to? 
    b. *[Which of hisi students] do you think talked to [every professor]i? 
                                                                (Fox 1999: 172) 
 
In (6), the pronoun his within the moved wh-phrase can be interpreted as a variable 
bound by the quantifier phrase every professor. In (6a), the wh-phrase which of his 
students moves from the embedded object position to the matrix [Spec, CP]. In this 
position, his is not bound by every professor, so that we predict that (6a) will be 
ungrammatical. Nevertheless, this sentence is grammatically correct. Therefore, it is 
assumed that the wh-phrase is interpreted not in the matrix [Spec, CP] but in the 
base-generated position, where his can be bound by every professor. Thus, 
A’-movement allows reconstruction. In (6b), the wh-phrase moves from the embedded 
subject position to the matrix [Spec, CP]. In this case, even if reconstruction takes 
place, his will be interpreted in the embedded subject position, so that it cannot be 
bound by every professor. As a result, (6b) is ungrammatical. However, there are 
instances where reconstruction leads to ungrammaticality. 
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(7) *[Which report that Johni was incompetent] did hei submit?   (Freidin 1986: 179) 
 
In (7), the wh-phrase which contains R-expression John has moved from the matrix 
object position to [Spec, CP], which is not c-commanded by the pronoun he. Therefore 
the Condition C should not be violated. However (7) is not grammatically correct. In 
order to regard (7) as ungrammatical, we must assume that the full copy of the moved 
wh-phrase is left at the matrix object position; hence a Condition C violation occurs. 
From (6) and (7), we can expect that A’-movement obligatorily undergoes 
reconstruction. 
     Second, I would like to turn to A-movement. As shown by the grammaticality of 
the bound variable interpretation in (8), A-movement also allows reconstruction. This 
suggests that A-movement leaves a copy like A’-movement. 
 
(8)  [Someone from hisi class] seems to [every professor]i to be a genius. 
                                                                (Fox 1999: 161) 
 
In (8), someone from his class moves from the embedded subject position to the matrix 
[Spec, TP], where his cannot be bound by every professor. From the fact that (8) is 
grammatical, his must be interpreted in the embedded subject position, where it can be 
bound by every professor. Thus, A-movement allows reconstruction. In contrast to 
A’-movemnt, however, A-movement is not forced to leave a copy as the following 
example shows. 
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(9)  [The claim that Johni was asleep] seems to himi to be correct. 
                                                            (Chomsky 1993: 37) 
 
If A-movement obligatorily left a copy, (9) would be grammatically incorrect. As (9) is 
grammatically correct, however, (9) does not violate Condition C unlike (7). From (8) 
and (9), we can expect that A-movement optionally undergoes reconstruction. 
     From these facts, the properties of the two types of movement can be 
characterized as follows (Fox 1999b, Takahashi 2006 and Takahashi and Hulsey 2009): 
 
(10)  a.  A-movement optionally leaves a copy. 
     b.  A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy. 
 
3.3  Phase-Based Characterization of Chains (Miyagawa 2010) 
     In the preceding section, I have shown the generalization which characterizes the 
properties of A- and A’-movements: A-movement optionally leaves a copy, while 
A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy. To capture this generalization, Miyagawa 
(2010) supposes that chains are characterized as follows on the basis of the phase 
architecture: 
 
(11)   Phase-based characterization of chains  
A full copy of a moved item must be available for interpretation if the 
movement crosses a transfer domain boundary.         (Miyagawa 2010: 115) 
 
The proposition above means that a full copy of the moved element must be left if a 
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chain is dispersed between two transfer domains. In contrast, the copy needs not to be 
left if the movement takes place within the same transfer domain. These possibilities 
are schematized as in (12). 
 
(12)  a.       ≺ 
         Phase head      ≺ 
                     XP            ≺ 
                              No copy needed 
                         Transfer domain 
                                                          (Miyagawa 2010: 115) 
     b.     ≺ 
          XP          ≺ 
                 Phase head      ≺ 
                                            ≺ 
                                       Copy 
                                   Transfer domain 
                                                          (Miyagawa 2010: 116) 
 
(12a) is the illustration of A-movement, and (12b) is that of A’-movement. In (12a), the 
movement of XP takes place within the same transfer domain, so that a copy isn’t 
needed. However, in (12b), where the movement of XP crosses a transfer domain 
boundary, a copy must be available for interpretation. As phases are defined as CP and 
vP in Chomsky (2001), transfer domains are assumed to be TP and VP. With this in 
mind, Miyagawa (2010) considers the following three cases (NCN stands for no copy 
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needed). 
 
(13)   Movement of a DP to Spec, TP from vP 
      [CP  [TP  DP [vP NCN [VP…]]]]          
 
(14)   Raising 
      [TP  DP [seem [TP NCN…]]] 
 
(15)   Wh-movement 
      [CP  wh-phrase [TP…[vP wh-phrase [vP…[VP  wh-phrase…]]]]] 
 
                                                          (Miyagawa 2010: 116) 
 
First, the movement as in (13) can be the movement of the external argument to [Spec, 
TP]. As this movement takes place within the same transfer domain (TP), a full copy of 
DP is unnecessary for interpretation. Second, the movement illustrated in (14) is 
raising. Here, the movement to [Spec, TP] appears to cross the transfer domain 
boundary (VP of the matrix clause). However, the matrix verb seem is an intransitive 
verb and defective, so that it does not form a phase (Chomsky 2001). Therefore, the 
movement in (14) occurs within the same transfer domain (TP) and a copy is not 
needed. Finally, the movement in (15) is a wh-movement. This movement has two 
steps: one is from within VP to the adjoined vP position, and the other is from the 
adjoined vP position to [Spec, CP]. In this case, the first movement crosses the transfer 
domain boundary (VP), and the second movement crosses the transfer domain 
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boundary (TP), so that both copies of these movements must be available for 
interpretation. Thus, Miyagawa’s (2010) proposal in (11) correctly captures the 
generalization concerning the properties of A- and A’-movements illustrated in (10). 
To take (10) and (11) together, we can conclude that the movement which takes place 
within the same transfer domain is A-movement, while the movement which crosses 
the transfer domain boundary is A’-movement. Thus, these movements are properly 
captured within PBCC. 
 
3.4  Summary 
     In the beginning of this chapter, I have introduced the phase theory in Chomsky 
(2000), which says that sentence structures are built from the bottom up in chunks, 
called phases. The phases are defined as CP and vP. Regarding vP, only transitive verbs 
are assumed to be phases. Furthermore, we can account for the successive-cyclic 
wh-movement on the basis of phase architectures by postulating Phase-Impenetrability 
Condition in Chomsky (2000), which requires that only the edge of a phase, Spec or 
head, be accessible to the next phase up. 
     After that, I have shown some facts related with the presence or absence of 
reconstruction effects of A- and A’-movements: A’-movement must have a 
reconstruction effect, while A-movement does not need to undergo reconstruction. The 
generalization drawn from these facts is that A-movement optionally leaves a copy, 
while A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy (Fox 1999b, Takahashi 2006 and 
Takahashi and Hulsey 2009). 
     Finally, I have demonstrated Miyagawa’s (2010) proposal, phase-based 
characterization of chains (PBCC), which captures the generalization in Fox (1999b), 
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Takahashi (2006) and Takahashi and Hulsey (2009). Under PBCC, it is supposed that a 
full copy of the moved element must be left if the movement crosses the transfer 
domain boundary, while the copy needs not to be left if the movement takes place 
within the same transfer domain.  
     Miyagawa’s (2010) proposal appears to capture the generalization correctly. In 
the next chapter, however, I will show a problem which will arise when we apply the 
PBCC to Japanese clause-internal scrambling.  
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Chapter IV  
The Relation between v and Clause-Internal Scrambling 
 
     In this chapter, I will consider what will happen if we apply Miyagawa’s (2010) 
phase-based characterization of chains (PBCC) to scrambling in Japanese. I will 
demonstrate that while long-distance scrambling is accounted for under the 
Miyagawa’s proposal, clause-internal scrambling is not. In order to capture 
clause-internal scrambling within PBCC, I will propose that vP is not a phase in 
Japanese. Then I will show evidence which will support my proposal. 
 
4.1.   The Problem with Miyagawa’s (2010) Analysis 
     First of all, let us review Miyagawa’s (2010) phase-based characterization of 
chains (PBCC) which I showed in 3.3. 
 
(1)   Phase-based characterization of chains 
A full copy of a moved item must be available for interpretation if the movement 
crosses a transfer domain boundary.                    (Miyagawa 2010: 115) 
 
This proposition means that a full copy of the moved element must be left if the 
movement crosses the transfer domain boundary, while the copy needs not to be left if 
the movement takes place within the same transfer domain. PBCC captures the 
generalization that A-movement optionally leaves a copy, while A’-movement 
obligatorily leaves a copy (Fox 1999b, Takahashi 2006 and Takahashi and Hulsey 
2009). Consequently, we would expect that the movement which takes place within the 
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same transfer domain is A-movement, while the movement which crosses the transfer 
domain boundary is A’-movement. With this in mind, I would like to analyze 
scrambling in Japanese. First, I will apply PBCC to long-distance scrambling, which is 
illustrated in (2). 
 
(2)   Long-distance scrambling 
     [CP  DP [TP …  [vP  DP [vP… [VP  [CP DP [TP  [vP  DP [vP … [VP DP…]]]]]]]]] 
 
 
In (2), the object is scrambled from the embedded object position to the matric [Spec, 
CP]. Assuming Phase-Impenetrability Condition in Chomsky (2001), which requires 
that only the edge of a phase, Spec and head, be accessible to the next phase up, there 
are four movements of DP in (2). All of these movements cross the transfer domain 
boundaries: the first one crosses the embedded VP, the second one crosses the 
embedded TP, the third one crosses the matrix VP, and the last one crosses the matrix 
TP, so that we can expect that long-distance scrambling is A’-movement. This 
expectation is in accordance with the facts we saw in section 2.1 that long-distance 
scrambling has the properties of A’-movement. Thus long-distance scrambling is 
clearly captured under PBCC. 
     Then I would like to turn to clause-internal scrambling. In section 2.1, I showed 
the facts that clause-internal scrambling has the properties of A-movement. Given 
PBCC, we predict that clause-internal scrambling take place within the same transfer 
domain. However, this is not the case as illustrated in (3). 
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(3)   clause-internal scrambling 
     [CP [TP  DP [vP  NCN  [vP… [VP DP…]]]]] 
 
 
In (3), DP moves from inside VP to vP adjoined position, and then to [Spec, TP]. 
Although the second movement from the vP adjoined position to [Spec, TP] takes place 
within the same transfer domain (TP), the first movement from inside VP to the vP 
adjoined position crosses the transfer domain boundary (VP). In other words, the first 
movement is A’-movement, but the second movement is A-movement. Actually, there 
is an example where both A- and A’-movement take place, as shown in (4). 
 
(4)  [CP  Whoi  [TP  ti  [VP  seems [TP  ti  to  [VP  be happy ]]]]] 
 
In (4), who moves to the matrix [Spec, TP] to meet the EPP feature of T, and then 
moves to the matrix [Spec, CP] position to meet the [+wh] feature of C. While the 
movement from the embedded [Spec, TP] to the matrix [Spec, TP] is A-movement, the 
movement from the matrix [Spec, TP] to the [Spec, CP] position is A’-movement. Even 
if A-movement is followed by A’-movement, a sentence will not be ungrammatical. 
However, the converse is not true: A’-movement will not be followed by A-movement. 
That is why clause-internal scrambling illustrated in (3) will be problematical for 
PBCC. Under PBCC clause-internal scrambling should not be a proper movement, 
because it allows A-movement to follow A’-movement. Therefore clause internal 
scrambling is not captured by PBCC.  
     In order to account for clause-internal scrambling under PBCC, I would like to 
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build up the following hypothesis.  
 
(5)  vP is not a phase in Japanese 
 
The problem with clause-internal scrambling is that the movement from inside VP to 
the vP adjoined position crosses the transfer domain boundary (VP). By hypothesizing 
that vP is not a phase in Japanese, VP will not be defined as a transfer domain. 
Furthermore, the movement from inside VP to the vP adjoined position is caused by 
Phase-Impenetrability Condition: only the edge of a phase, Spec and head, is 
accessible to the next phase up. Given that vP is not a phase, however, the movement 
needs not to take place. Therefore, assuming (5), clause-internal scrambling is 
reanalyzed as follows.  
 
(6)   clause-internal scrambling 
     [CP [TP  DP [vP… [VP NCN…]]]] 
 
 
As vP is not a phase, the scrambling from inside VP to Spec, TP takes place within the 
same transfer domain, TP. Thus, clause-internal scrambling will be properly captured 
under PBCC by postulating that vP is not a phase. In the next section, I would like to 
show evidence against defining vP as a phase in Japanese. 
 
4.2.   Nominative Object 
     One of the evidence against defining vP as a phase in Japanese is nominative 
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object. I will illustrate what Japanese nominative object is like, and how it supports my 
hypothesis. 
     First of all, Japanese is a nominative-accusative language as illustrated in (7). 
 
(7)  a.  Masami-ga    ano  kabin-o   wat-ta. 
       Masami-NOM  that  vase-ACC  break(transitive)-PAST 
       ‘Masami broke the flower vase.’ 
    b.  Ano  kabin-ga  ware-ta. 
       that   vase-NOM  break(intransitive)-PAST 
       ‘The flower vase broke.’                               (Koizumi 2008: 141) 
 
(7a) is a transitive verb construction and (7b) is an intransitive verb construction. 
While the subjects of both transitive and intransitive verbs are marked with the 
nominative case-marker -ga, the object of the transitive verb is marked with the 
accusative case-marker -o. However, there are Japanese sentences that implement what 
appears to be an ergative case pattern (Kuno 1973, Kuroda 1978, among others). 
 
(8)  a.  Hiromi-ga    syuwa-ga           deki-ru. 
       Hiromi-NOM  sign language-NOM  capable-PRES 
       ‘Hiromi can use a sign language.’ 
    b.  Hiromi-ni    syuwa-ga           deki-ru. 
       Hiromi-DAT   sign language-NOM  capable-PRES          (Koizumi 2008: 141) 
 
The objects in (8) are case-marked not in accusative but in nominative. These 
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sentences are referred to as the nominative object construction. The subject of the 
nominative object construction can appear either with the nominative case-marker -ga 
as in (8a) or with the dative postposition -ni as in (8b).  
     The nominative object tends to have wide scope as in (9) 
 
(9)  a.  Kiyomi-wa  migime-dake-o     tumur-e-ru. 
       Kiyomi-TOP  right.eye-only-ACC  close-can-PRES 
       Lit: ‘Kiyomi can close only his right eye.’ 
       [can > only] ‘Kiyomi can wink his right eye.’ 
    b.  Kiyomi-wa  migime-dake-o      tumur-e-ru. 
       Kiyomi-TOP  right.eye-only-NOM  close-can-PRES 
       [only > can] ‘It is only the right eye that Kiyomi can close.’ 
                                                            (Koizumi 2008: 147) 
 
While, the accusative object takes narrow scope over the second element of the 
complex predicate in (9a), the nominative object takes wide scope in (9b). This 
property is crucial to analyze the structure of nominative object. 
     Regarding why the object is marked with -ga in the nominative object 
construction, it is assumed that the stative predicates that occur in this construction 
lack the ability to license accusative Case. Koizumi (1994, 1995) suggests that the 
nominative Case of the nominative object is licensed by Tense, so that it undergoes 
movement to the domain of T as illustrated in (10). 
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(10)   [TP    [vP   [VP  nominative object…]]] 
 
 
The nominative object undergoes movement to the domain of T for the purpose of 
Case-licensing. Therefore, it can have wide scope as in (9). Miyagawa (2010) also 
assumes the following structure to explain the difference in scope. 
 
(10)             CP 
              
                      C’ 
                    
                 αP          C 
               
          Subj-ga        α’ 
                     
                  TP          αtopic 
               
          Obj-ga        T’ 
                     
                 vP           Tfocus                         (Miyagawa 2010: 73) 
 
Assuming that focus and topic are grammatical features in Japanese, Miyagawa (2010) 
suggests that a subject moves to [Spec, αP] to satisfy the topic feature of α and a 
nominative object moves to [Spec, TP] to satisfy the focus feature of T. As the 
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nominative object is higher than vP, it can have wide scope. The difference between 
these two analyses is whether the wide scope interpretation of the nominative object is 
due to Case as the former or focus-related as the latter. Here, if vP is a phase, the 
nominative object must move to the vP adjoined position at first, then it can move to 
the domain of T as in (11).  
 
(11)    [TP    [vP    [vP…  [VP  nominative object…]]]] 
 
 
However, the first movement crosses the transfer domain (VP), and the second 
movement takes place within the same transfer domain (TP). In other words, the first 
movement is A’-movement, while the second movement is A-movement. Therefore the 
same problem as in clause-internal scrambling will occur in the nominative object 
construction. If vP is not a phase, the movement of the nominative object will not cross 
the transfer domain (VP) as illustrated in (12).  
 
(11)    [TP    [vP…  [VP   nominative object…]]] 
 
 
4.3  Summary 
     At the beginning of this chapter, I pointed out a problem which will arise if we 
apply PBCC to Japanese scrambling. The problem is that although long-distance 
scrambling can be captured under PBCC, clause-internal scrambling cannot: under 
PBCC, clause-internal scrambling allows A-movement to follow A’-movement, but this 
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sequence cannot be grammatically correct. Next, I propose that vP is not a phase in 
Japanese in order to account for clause-internal scrambling under PBCC. Finally I 
suggest that the presence of the nominative object construction should be the evidence 
for my proposal. 
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Chapter V 
Conclusion 
 
     In this thesis, I have shown that vP should not be a phase in order that 
clause-internal scrambling is captured under Miyagawa’s (2010) Phase-based 
characterization of chains (PBCC). 
     In chapter 2, I showed some properties of Japanese scrambling and the 
discussion on the landing site of clause-internal scrambling, which are relevant to my 
proposal in chapter. First, I illustrated the A/A’ distinction between clause-internal 
scrambling and long-distance scrambling. From the facts that clause-internal 
scrambling can suppress a Weak Crossover (WCO) violation and create a new binder, 
whereas long-distance scrambling cannot, we expect that the former has the properties 
of A-movement and the latter has those of A’-movement. Then, I showed the radical 
reconstruction effect of Japanese scrambling: scrambled elements can be undone in LF 
(Saito 1989). Next, I showed discussion on the landing site of clause-internal 
scrambling. I have illustrated Miyagawa’s (2005), Saito’s (2006) and Miyagawa’s 
(2010) analyses.  
     Chapter 3 showed the phase-based approach to A- and A’-movements. First, I 
have introduced the phase theory in Chomsky (2000), which says that sentence 
structures are built from the bottom up in chunks called phases. Phases are defined as 
CP and vP. In addition, successive cyclic wh-movements are explained by postulating 
Phase-Impenetrability Condition. Next, I showed the generalization that A-movement 
optionally leaves a copy, while A’-movement obligatorily leaves a copy (Fox 1999b, 
Takahashi 2006 and Takahashi and Hulsey 2009). After that, I illustrated Miyagawa’s 
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(2010) phase-based characterization of chains (PBCC), which captures this 
generalization. Under PBCC, it is supposed that a full copy of the moved element must 
be left if the movement crosses the transfer domain boundary, while the copy needs not 
to be left if the movement takes place within the same transfer domain. 
     In chapter 4, I first applied PBCC to Japanese scrambling and pointed out the 
problem. The problem is that clause-internal scrambling should not be a proper 
movement under PBCC, because it allows A-movement to follow A’-movement. Then, 
in order to solve this problem, I propose that vP is not a phase in Japanese, so that A- 
properties of clause-internal scrambling will be captured within PBCC. Finally, I 
argued that the presence of the nominative object construction should be the evidence 
against defining vP as a phase in Japanese. 
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